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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 2-4, 6, 8, 9, 1 1, 12, 16, 18-20, 22-36 have been examined. 

2. Claims 1, 5, 7, 10, 13-15, 17, and 21 were cancelled in amendment dated 12/21/2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 30-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

A. The following claim language is indefinite and not clear: 

i. As per Claims 30-34, the term "the first data file" is used. While it is 
apparent that this term refers to the "fist non-source-code data file", applicants are 
required to be consistent in their claim language and "the first data file" should be 
amended to read "the first non-source-code data file". 

Appropriate corrections are required. 

Any claim not specifically addressed, above, is being rejected as incorporating the 
deficiencies of a claim upon which it depends. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2, 9, 11, 12, 16, 18, 23, 24, 28, 29, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Abrams (US 6,151,608), in view of Chang et al., (US 6,308,178 Bl, 
hereinafter Chang), further in view of Rechter (US 6,698,014 Bl). 

7. As per claim 28, Abrams teaches the invention as claimed, including a method for 
converting a source legacy database system to a target relational database system (see Fig 3, 
column 8, lines 37-59, column 11, lines 46-56), the method comprising the steps of: 

collecting the entirety of said source legacy database (see column 6, lines 16-27, column 

8. line 50, column 12, lines 5-19); 

storing said entirety in a relational common construct database (see column 12, lines 5- 

19); 

resolving said entirety into a plurality of basic constituent elements thereof (see column 
6, lines 16-27, column 7, lines 23-24, column 12, lines 5-19, i.e., the data in the database are 
considered as basic constituent elements); 

storing said plurality of basic constituent elements in said relational common construct 
database (see column 6, lines 16-27, column 7, lines 23-24, column 12, lines 5-19); 
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writing at least one template in an algorithmic language (see column 12, lines 35-45); 

writing said target relational database from said at least one template as a function of said 
plurality of basic constituent elements, said at least one template controlling said writing (see Fig 
4, column 15, lines 5-20). 

Abrams does not explicitly teach that the template is stored in the relational common 
construct database. 

Chang teaches a system for data migration including a knowledge repository that stores 
the migration data and the rules for migrating the data (see Figs 1, 2, 4, column 4, lines 17-37, 
column 6, lines 29-38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams such that the templates are stored in the common construct database 
because it provides a repository of information to be used by the migration component that may 
be expanded to define migrations to different or updated target applications (see column 2, lines 
42-60, column 3, lines 11-23 of Cheng). 

Abrams also does not explicitly teach that the source legacy database system defines an 
environment that includes a first non-source-code data file and a first computer program source 
code file. 

Rechter teaches a migration program that converts source code and environment data 
from a first platform to a second platform, including resolving the source code into a plurality of 
basic constituent elements and storing the plurality of basic constituent elements in a database 
(see Fig 1, column 4, line 15 - column 5, line 15). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams to define an environment that includes a first non-source-code data file 
and a first computer program source code file in the database as taught by Rechter because it 
allows conversion of source code form a first software language and platform to a second 
software language and platform (see column 2, lines 26-28 of Rechter) and the migration system 
of Abrams can accommodate this additional migration data because it can be used to support 
virtually any function which involves translation, transformation, or migration of data from a 
source to an Oracle destination including migrating data from development to test, production 
environments and consolidating data from different sources into a single set of Oracle tables (see 
column 17, lines 19-25, 44-54, column 19, lines 20-23 of Abrams). 

8. As per claim 2, Abrams further teaches writing a condition statement in said at least one 
template, said condition statement having a condition expression contained therein, evaluating 
said condition expression, performing a first task if said condition expression is evaluated to be a 
first value, and performing a second task if said condition expression is evaluated to be a second 
value (see column 5, lines 25-28, column 14, lines 50-58). 

9. As per claim 29, Abrams teaches the invention as claimed, including a system for 
converting a source database system to a target database system, said target database having 
substantially equivalent functionality as said source database (see Fig 3, column 8, lines 37-59, 
column 11, lines 46-56), the system comprising: 

at least one computer system (column 6, lines 1-6, column 11, lines 46-56); 
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a relational database management system structured for execution by said at least on 
computer system (see column 5, lines 46-51, column 6, lines 16-20); 

a deconstruction program structured for execution by said at least one computer system 
(i.e., the data map architect, see Fig 3, column 9, lines 35-40, column 11, line 64 - column 12, 
line 4); 

a construction program structured for execution by said at least one computer system 
(i.e., the update processor, see Fig 3, column 12, line 46 - column 13, line 45); 

a relational common construct database operably coupled by said relational database 
management system to said deconstruction program and said construction program (see column 
6, lines 16-20, column 12, lines 5-22, 52-55, column 13, lines 26-28; EN: the temporary table is 
considered a relational database); 

said source database system stored in said relational common construct database (see 
column 6, lines 16-20, column 12, lines 5-22); 

said deconstruction program operatively coupled to said source database system for 
resolving said source database system into a plurality of basic constituents (see column 6, lines 
16-27, column 7, lines 23-24, column 12, lines 5-19, i.e., the data in the database are considered 
basic constituent elements); 

each of said plurality of basic constituents individually stored in said relational common 
construct database (see column 6, lines 16-27, column 7, lines 23-24, column 12, lines 5-19); 

a template written in an algorithmic language operatively coupled to said construction 
program for controlling said construction program in writing said target database system as a 
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function of said plurality of basic constituents (see Fig 3, 4, column 12, lines 35-45, column 15, 
lines 5-20), 

said construction program operatively coupled to said target database system (see column 
13, lines 29-41); 

Abrams does not explicitly teach that the template is stored in the relational common 
construct database and the target database system is stored in the relational common construct 
database. 

Chang teaches a system for data migration including a knowledge repository that stores 
the migration data and the rules for migrating the data (see Figs 1, 2, 4, column 4, lines 17-37, 
column 6, lines 29-38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams such that the templates are stored in the common construct database 
because it provides a repository of information to be used by the migration component that may 
be expanded to define migrations to different or updated target applications (see column 2, lines 
42-60, column 3, lines 1 1-23 of Cheng). Furthermore, it would have been obvious to store the 
target database in the relational common construct database as well because the target database is 
part of the migration engine (see Figs 3, 4, column 15, lines 25-56 of Abrams), so it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have included the target database in a 
repository of information for the migration to facilitate the audit trail maintained by the system 
of Abrams to reverse a upload function (see column 13, lines 41-45 of Abrams). 
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Abrams does not teach that the source database system composed of a plurality of basic 
constituents that are arranged to form at least a first non-source-code data file and a first 
computer program source code file. 

Rechter teaches a migration program that converts source code and environment data 
from a first platform to a second platform, including resolving the source code into a plurality of 
basic constituent elements and storing the plurality of basic constituent elements in a database 
(see Fig 1, column 4, line 15 - column 5, line 15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams to define an environment that includes a first non-source-code data file 
and a first computer program source code file in the database as taught by Rechter because it 
allows conversion of source code form a first software language and platform to a second 
software language and platform (see column 2, lines 26-28 of Rechter) and the migration system 
of Abrams can accommodate this additional migration data because it can be used to support 
virtually any function which involves translation, transformation, or migration of data from a 
source to an Oracle destination including migrating data from development to test, production 
environments and consolidating data from different sources into a single set of Oracle tables (see 
column 17, lines 19-25, 44-54, column 19, lines 20-23 of Abrams). 

10. As per claim 9, Abrams does not teach that the deconstruction includes at least one 
language dependent parser. 

Rechter teaches that the deconstruction includes at least one language dependent parser 
(see column 4, lines 60-67). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams to include at least one language dependent parser as taught by Rechter 
because it is part of the conversion process of source code form a first software language and 
platform to a second software language and platform (see column 2, lines 26-28 of Rechter). 

7. As per claim 1 1 , Abrams does not teach an original environment description of the 
database system stored in the relational common construct database. 

Rechter teaches storing in a database an original environment description for the source 
code being converted (see column 3, lines 35-38, column 4, lines 50-59, column 6, lines 49-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams such that an original environment description is stored in the database 
as taught by Rechter because it is necessary to know the supplier, version, and release of the 
operating system, development environments, databases, and software language of the source 
and target environments to convert source code from a first programming language and platform 
to a second programming language and platform (see column 2, lines 25-38 and column 50-59 of 
Rechter). 

11. As per claim 12, Abrams does not teach a target environment description of the database 
system stored in the relational common construct database. 

Rechter teaches storing in a database an original environment description for the source 
code being converted (see column 3, lines 35-38, column 4, lines 50-59, column 6, lines 49-59). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Fuchs such that a target environment description is stored in the database as 
taught by Rechter because it is necessary to know the supplier, version, and release of the 
operating system, development environments, databases, and software language of the source 
and target environments to convert source code from a first programming language and platform 
to a second programming language and platform (see column 2, lines 25-38 and column 50-59 of 
Rechter). 

12. As per claim 16, Abrams teaches the construction program includes a template 
workbench designed and arranged for editing said template (see column 12, lines 35-39). 

13. As per claim 18, Abrams further teaches the algorithmic language includes a condition 
statement in said at least one template, said condition statement having a condition expression 
contained therein, evaluating said condition expression, performing a first task if said condition 
expression is evaluated to be a first value, and performing a second task if said condition 
expression is evaluated to be a second value (see column 5, lines 25-28, column 14, lines 50-58). 

14. As per claim 23, Abrams further teaches said template generally defines the structure of a 
target computer program source code file of said target database system, said construction 
program is arranged and designed to interpret said template and write said target computer 
program source code file therefrom (see column 12, lines 35-45, column 15, lines 33-47, column 
18, lines 42-56). 
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15. As per claim 24, Abrams further teaches the algorithmic language includes a conditional 
evaluation means to control said writing in a first manner if said condition expression is 
evaluated to be a first value and control said writing in a second manner if said condition 
expression is evaluated to a second value (see column 5, lines 25-28, column 14, lines 50-58). 

16. As per claim 36, Abrams further teaches said source database system is a legacy database 
system, and said target database system is a relational database system (see column 6, lines 62- 
63, column 8, line 50). 

17. Claims 3, 4, 6, 19, 20, 22, 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abrams (US 6,151,608), in view of Chang et al., (US 6,308,178 Bl, 
hereinafter Chang), further in view of Rechter (US 6,698,014 Bl), as applied to claims 28 and 29 
above, further in view of Uner (WO 02/35349 Al). 

8. As per claim 3, Abrams, Chang, and Rechter do not teach writing an iteration statement 
in said at least one template, said iteration statement having an iteration expression contained 
therein, iteratively evaluating said iteration expression, and performing a task while said iteration 
expression is evaluated to be a particular value. 

Uner teaches a high level template language for translating data streams which contains 
an iteration statement (see page 13, lines 1-6 and lines 12-16). While Uner does not explicitly 
disclose that the template contains an iteration statement, it is obvious that the template can 
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contain an iteration statement since the template language used to describe the template provides 
a means for constructing iteration statements. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified the template language of Abrams to contain an iteration statements as taught by 
Uner because it provides a more expressive programming construct to specify the template. 

18. As per claim 4, Abrams, Chang, and Rechter do not teach writing a subroutine statement 
in said template, said subroutine statement having a subroutine name contained therein, 
designating a portion of said at least one template by said subroutine name, and interpreting said 
subroutine statement as a directive to control said-writing by said portion. 

Uner teaches a high level template language for translating data streams (see page 13, 
lines 1-6 and lines 12-16). While Uner does not explicitly state as such, it is well known in the 
art that high level programming languages provide a means to construct subroutines. While Uner 
does not explicitly disclose that the template contains a subroutine statement, it is obvious that 
the template can contain a subroutine statement since the template language used to describe the 
template provides a means for constructing subroutine statements. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified the template language of Abrams to contain a subroutine statements as taught 
by Uner because it provides a more expressive programming construct to specify the template. 
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19. As per claim 6, Abrams, Chang, and Rechter do not teach writing a set statement in said 
at least one template, said set statement having a set expression and a set variable contained 
therein, assigning said set expression to said set variable. 

Uner teaches a high level template language for translating data streams (see page 13, 
lines 1-6 and lines 12-16). While Uner does not explicitly state as such, it is well know in the art 
that any high level programming language would contain expressions for variable assignment. 
While Uner does not explicitly disclose that the template contains a set expression, it is obvious 
that the template can contain a set expression since the template language used to describe the 
template provides a means for constructing set expression. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified the template language of Abrams to contain set statements as taught by Uner 
because it provides a more expressive programming construct to specify the template. 

20. As per claims 19, 20, and 22, the limitations of these claims are substantially similar to 
claims 3, 4, and 6. Therefore, they are rejected using the same reasons as claims 3, 4, and 6. 

21 . As per claims 25-27, the limitations of these claims are substantially similar to claims 3, 
4, and 6. Therefore, they are rejected using the same reasons as claims 3, 4, and 6. 



22. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abrams (US 
6,151,608), in view of Chang et al, (US 6,308,178 Bl, hereinafter Chang), further in view of 



Application/Control Number: 10/821,085 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2193 

Rechter (US 6,698,014 Bl), as applied to claims 29 above, further in view of Venter, (US 
7,219,338 B2,). 

9. As per claim 8, Abrams, Chang, and Rechter do not teach that the deconstruction 
program includes a language-determination parser. 

Venter teaches a method for multi-language compilation (see abstract), including a 
language-determination parser (see Fig 2 and column 5, lines 62-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Venter to contain a language-determination parser as taught by Venter because 
the source code conversion program of Rechter can go from any input language to any output 
language (see column 10, lines 25-34 of Rechter) and it is well known in the art that different 
programming languages need different parsers, so the language-determination parser would 
provide support for determining which parser to use for the given input language. 

23. Claims 30-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abrams 
(US 6,151,608), in view of Chang et al., (US 6,308,178 Bl, hereinafter Chang), further in view 
of Chen et al, (US 003/0188036 Al, hereinafter Chen). 

24. As per claim 30, Abrams teaches the invention as claimed, including a system for 
converting a source database system to a target database system (see Fig 3, column 8, lines 37- 
59, column 11, lines 46-56), the system comprising: 
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at least one computer system having a relational database management system and a 
common construct database (see column 5, lines 46-51, column 6, lines 1-6, 16-20, column 11, 
lines 46-56, column 12, lines 5-22, 52-55, column 13, lines 26-28); 

storing the database in said common construct database by said relational database 
management system of said at least one computer system (see column 6, lines 16-20, column 12, 
lines 5-22); 

a conversion software program resident on said at least one computer system designed 
and arranged to receive data in the database to produce as an output said target database system 
(see Fig 3, column 15, lines 25-61); 

a template written in an algorithmic language that controls said conversion software 
program and defines the structure of said target database system (see Fig 3, 4, column 12, lines 
35-45, column 15, lines 5-20). 

Abrams does not teach that the template is store in the common construct database. 

Chang teaches a system for data migration including a knowledge repository that stores 
the migration data and the rules for migrating the data (see Figs 1, 2, 4, column 4, lines 17-37, 
column 6, lines 29-38). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams such that the templates are stored in the common construct database 
because it provides a repository of information to be used by the migration component that may 
be expanded to define migrations to different or updated target applications (see column 2, lines 
42-60, column 3, lines 11-23 of Cheng). 
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Abrams does not teach the source database defining an environment that includes a first 
non-source-code data file and a first computer program source code file, that the first data file 
and the first software program source code are input into a conversion software program to 
produce the target database system. 

Chen teaches a system for program migration that converts source code and non source 
code files from a first platform to a second platform (see Fig 2, [0010], [0035]-[0039]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Abrams to define an environment that includes a first non-source-code data file 
and a first computer program source code file in the database as taught by Chen because it allows 
program migration from a source server environment to a destinations server environment (see 
[0010] of Chen) and the migration system of Abrams can accommodate this additional migration 
data because it can be used to support virtually any function which involves translation, 
transformation, or migration of data from a source to an Oracle destination including migrating 
data from development to test, production environments and consolidating data from different 
sources into a single set of Oracle tables (see column 17, lines 19-25, 44-54, column 19, lines 20- 
23 of Abrams). 

25. As per claim 31, Chen further teaches the first data file is structured as a software report 
(see [0036]). 



26. As per claim 32, Chen further the first data file is structured as a utility (see [0038], 
[0039], [0042]). 
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27. As per claim 33, Chen further the first data file is structured as a descriptor ([0037]). 

28. As per claim 34, Chen further teaches the first data file is structured as a repository 
extract (see [0035]). 

29. As per claim 35, Abrams further teaches said source database system is a legacy database 
system, and said target database system is a relational database system (see column 6, lines 62- 
63, column 8, line 50). 

Response to Arguments 

30. Rejection of claims 28-30 : 

3 1 . Applicants' arguments with respect to claims 28-30 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

32. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

o Barnishan (US 6,654,950 Bl) is cited to teach a software rehosting system. 

33. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP §706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

34. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jue S. Wang whose telephone number is (571) 270-1655. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30 am - 5:00pm (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lewis Bullock can be reached on 571-272-3759. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Jue Wang 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2193 



/Lewis A. Bullock, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2193 



